DOCTORAL STUDIES  /  ACADEMIC WRITING
STUDENT AUTONOMOUS WORK (SAW)  /  ASSIGNMENT 03
Exploring different styles of academic writing
	Assessment
	Submission
	Workload
	Assessment type

	SAW 3
	Week 15
	10 hours
	Current control



CDIO learning outcome: Plan, analyse, design and implement research using academic writing techniques; prepare research articles and literature reviews.
Student details: Name: __________________________  Group: ________________  Date: ______________
Purpose and expected result
Compare the rhetorical and linguistic conventions of scientific writing across disciplines. Identify how research questions, evidence types, argument structure, citation practices and authorial stance shape prose; then adapt a truthful research message for two academic audiences. “Academic writing style” is broader than the choice of referencing system.
The assignment at a glance
	Required material
	Final product

	THREE genuine English-language scholarly texts from at least TWO academic disciplines (recommended: one from your research area, one allied field, and one contrasting discipline). Choose comparable genres when possible and record differences when not.
	A 1,200–1,500-word comparative report, a comparative matrix, two rewrites of the same research message (150–200 words each) and a short reflection. One editable DOCX with verified references and links.



	Comparison principle  Do not assume every STEM paper uses identical IMRaD sections or that all humanities papers reject numerical evidence. Examine actual choices in particular texts and distinguish discipline from journal/genre requirements.



Time plan: 10 hours
	Stage
	Activity
	Hours

	1
	Choose three authentic texts and verify metadata
	1.0

	2
	Annotate rhetorical moves and genre conventions
	2.0

	3
	Compare language, evidence and referencing practices
	2.0

	4
	Complete a systematic comparison matrix
	1.5

	5
	Produce two justified style adaptations
	2.0

	6
	Reflect, proofread and submit
	1.5



Step-by-step instructions
Task 1. Build a transparent text sample
Select three real papers, scholarly chapters or conference articles (depending on disciplinary conventions); document publication type, journal/publisher, year and DOI or stable link.
Prefer texts that make a research claim and present identifiable evidence. State how each fits its field and whether genre or target readership may explain differences.
Extract 1–2 short illustrative expressions per text, or paraphrase examples with page/section locations; avoid long verbatim extracts.
Task 2. Identify rhetorical organization
Map how each text constructs the problem/gap, aim, context or theoretical position, materials/evidence, analysis and contribution.
Identify conventional moves such as definition, literature synthesis, counterargument, methodological justification, results interpretation and limitation.
Compare section architecture (IMRaD, thematic, argument-driven or hybrid), and explain what the chosen architecture lets readers evaluate.
Task 3. Compare linguistic and evidential choices
Examine stance (I/we, passive voice, impersonal constructions); hedging/certainty; definitions, jargon and nominalization; transitions; and use of figures/footnotes/references.
For each feature, give one actual example from the selected text (a brief phrase or paraphrase with a location) and explain its rhetorical purpose.
Explain how each field supports claims: experiment and uncertainty, interview and interpretive transparency, documentary analysis and source critique, mathematical proof, etc., as applicable.
Template A. Cross-disciplinary comparison matrix
	Feature
	Text A: my field
	Text B: allied / other field
	Text C: contrasting field

	Genre and audience
	[Genre / readers]
	[Genre / readers]
	[Genre / readers]

	Question and gap
	[Where/how framed?]
	[Where/how framed?]
	[Where/how framed?]

	Macro-structure
	[IMRaD / thematic / other]
	[Pattern]
	[Pattern]

	Evidence type
	[Measurements, model, etc.]
	[Type]
	[Type]

	Authorial stance and hedging
	[Example + location]
	[Example + location]
	[Example + location]

	Citation and referencing practice
	[Integrated/parenthetical/notes]
	[Practice]
	[Practice]

	Visuals and limitations
	[How presented?]
	[How presented?]
	[How presented?]



Task 4. Make the comparison explanatory
Identify THREE meaningful similarities and THREE differences. Distinguish grammatical surface differences from different ways of building an argument.
Discuss at least TWO explanations besides discipline (e.g., article genre, editorial guidance, methodological design, intended audience).
Use direct evidence from all three selected texts; avoid unsupported claims such as “all physicists always use passive voice”.
Original teaching passages: notice the rhetorical moves
The following three short passages are created solely for this assignment. They are not quotations from published work and must NOT be cited as real studies.
	Style scenario
	Original illustrative excerpt

	Experimental report
	“In a simulated twelve-specimen comparison, the treated group had a lower observed mean roughness than the untreated group. The single-batch design limits inference beyond the test conditions. Replication across batches is required before a general performance claim is justified.”

	Interpretive social research
	“Rather than treating the observed response as self-explanatory, the analysis asks how participants describe the setting in which the response occurs. The interpretation therefore depends on the sampling context and an explicit account of the coding process.”

	Argument-led theoretical analysis
	“The conclusion follows only if the proposed distinction between measurement and interpretation is maintained. If that distinction is removed, the premises no longer establish the intended claim. A competing account therefore remains conceptually possible.”



Guided observation: the passages differ in evidence, argument organization and warrant for conclusions—not merely in sentence length or citation punctuation. Do not invent interviews, statistical tests, causal relations or documentary sources when adapting your own content.
Task 5. Rewrite one evidence statement for two academic audiences
Use ONE accurate research message from your own nonconfidential work. If you do not have usable results, use this fictional exercise dataset: six untreated coupons (mean roughness = 1.80 µm), six treated coupons (mean = 1.07 µm), all from one batch; no wear testing.
Write Version A (150–200 words) for a specialist research article: precise terminology, explicit measurement context, cautious interpretation and a clear limitation.
Write Version B (150–200 words) for a scholarly interdisciplinary review: define terms, explain why a result matters and distinguish observation from extrapolation.
Add a change log of at least FIVE editorial decisions: audience, word choice, hedging, structure, contextualization, citation or visuals. The numerical content and evidentiary claims must remain unchanged.
Template B. Style adaptation log
	Editing choice
	Version A: specialist
	Version B: interdisciplinary
	Justification

	Audience and terminology
	[Term/abbreviation]
	[Definition/explanation]
	[Reader knowledge]

	Argument sequence
	[Lead with result/method]
	[Lead with problem/context]
	[Genre purpose]

	Stance and certainty
	[Hedged claim]
	[Plain-language bounded claim]
	[Evidence boundary]

	Evidence presentation
	[Units / figure / method]
	[Meaning of units / interpretation]
	[Transparency]

	Limitations
	[Technical constraint]
	[Generalizability explanation]
	[Avoid overclaim]



Task 6. Write the synthesis and reflect
Summarize what is portable across disciplines (evidence transparency, coherent reasoning, ethical citation) and what must be adapted (genre, rhetorical organization, voice, assumed knowledge).
Write a 150–200-word reflection: what THREE concrete changes will you make when writing an article or dissertation chapter for a particular journal, committee or interdisciplinary audience?
Include all three real sources in a consistent reference format, and mention the source locations for illustrative expressions used in the matrix.
Suggested report structure
1. Text selection and reasons for comparison (150–200 words).
2. Comparative matrix (Template A) plus evidence-linked interpretation (350–450 words).
3. Explanations for similarities/differences and genre effects (250–300 words).
4. Specialist version and interdisciplinary version (150–200 words EACH), plus Template B.
5. Reflection and implications for future writing (150–200 words).
6. Reference list: three genuine, verified scholarly texts.
Student response framework
Three selected disciplines and genres: [Identify A, B and C]
Most important similarity: [State and support with locations]
Most important difference: [State and support with locations]
Likely alternative explanation (journal/genre/audience): [State]
Assessment rubric (20 points)
	Criterion
	Evidence expected
	Points

	Systematic comparison
	Detailed matrix treats all three actual texts and the required dimensions.
	5

	Evidence-based interpretation
	Examples are accurately attributed; disciplinary and genre explanations are qualified.
	5

	Two style adaptations
	Both rewrites meet the audiences while preserving the factual evidence; decisions justified.
	6

	Reflection and synthesis
	Actionable discipline-aware conclusions and writing improvements.
	2

	Academic integrity
	Three verified sources, consistent citation and correct paraphrasing.
	2



Suggested interpretation: 18–20 = excellent; 15–17 = proficient; 11–14 = developing; 0–10 = substantial revision required. The instructor may apply the course grading policy.
Final submission checklist
☐  Three authentic scholarly texts from at least two disciplines, with verified references.
☐  Completed Template A and evidence-linked discussion of three similarities and differences.
☐  Two 150–200-word adaptations of the same factual message plus five justified editorial choices.
☐  1,200–1,500 words excluding matrices and references; reflection and consistent academic style.
☐  File name: SAW3_Surname_Week15.docx; submit by Week 15 via the course platform.
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